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the climax of protests against the inadequacy of revolutionary
politics. They are also the first drastic demand for revolutionary
economics. He, like the earlier Socialists, is important not so
much because his ideas found expression in action and events,
as because he became a moral influence transcending his own
times.1
Moral fervour is perhaps his basic characteristic. Defining
progress as 'the free growth of mankind in righteousness and
perfection9 and justice as 'the respect of human dignity, spon-
taneously felt and mutually guaranteed . . . whatever the risks
involved in its defence5, he clings through all his pessimism to a
faith in moral progress. In protest even against the Socialism
of his own day, he relapsed to the earlier distrust of the State
and of all coercion, maintaining that all power corrupts. Re-
action against the revolutionary obsession with politics could
scarcely be pressed further than his famous contention that
there is really only one form of government—monarchy—with
cmore or less of a hierarchy, more or less concentration, more or
less equilibrium, according to the laws controlling property
and the division of labour'. He goes back even behind the
Revolution to the Renaissance antithesis between the 'sover-
eign individual' and the 'sovereign State': and he denies abso-
lutely that cthe spurious, bankrupt State can ever be reformed
and become a real source of credit and of right'. He belongs to
the voluntarist, anarchist side of the revolutionary tradition,
just as Louis Blanc belongs to the etatiste side. The contrast and
conflict between these two strands, deeply imprinted on French
Socialist ideas by these earlier theorists, continued throughout
the Socialist movements of the Third Republic. Both strands
are native and indigenous to French thought, and only in the
latest stages are they influenced by the teachings of Karl Marx,
French thinkers reached, piecemeal, certain conclusions which
tend now to be regarded as specifically Marxist in character.
But they reached these conclusions within the framework and
1 On Proudhon (1809-65) there is a vast literature, but see
especially his Theorie de la ProprilU (1866), Uldee Gtntrde de la Rivolu-
tion au XIXe siecle (some excerpts of which are given in Bayet et Albert,
op. cit., p. 392 ff.).

